IOPScience

Home

Search Collections Journals About Contactus My IOPscience

iopscience.iop.org

Corrigendum: Mitigation choices impact carbon budget size compatible with low temperature

goals (2015 Environ. Res. Lett. 10 075003)

This content has been downloaded from IOPscience. Please scroll down to see the full text.
2016 Environ. Res. Lett. 11 129503
(http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/11/12/129503)

View the table of contents for this issue, or go to the journal homepage for more

Download details:

IP Address: 46.22.140.104
This content was downloaded on 20/02/2017 at 08:12

Please note that terms and conditions apply.

You may also be interested in:

Mitigation choices impact carbon budget size compatible with low temperature goals
Joeri Rogelj, Andy Reisinger, David L McCollum et al.

Implications of potentially lower climate sensitivity on climate projections and policy
Joeri Rogelj, Malte Meinshausen, Jan Sedlaek et al.

Energy sector water use implications of a 2 °C climate policy
Oliver Fricko, Simon C Parkinson, Nils Johnson et al.

The contribution of Paris to limit global warming to 2 °C
Gokul C lyer, James A Edmonds, Allen A Fawcett et al.

Economic mitigation challenges: how further delay closes the door for achieving climate targets

Gunnar Luderer, Robert C Pietzcker, Christoph Bertram et al.

The global economic long-term potential of modern biomass in a climate-constrained world
David Klein, Florian Humpendder, Nico Bauer et al.

Temporal and spatial distribution of global mitigation cost: INDCs and equity
Jing-Yu Liu, Shinichiro Fujimori and Toshihiko Masui

Impact of short-lived non-CO2 mitigation on carbon budgets for stabilizing global warming
Joeri Rogelj, Malte Meinshausen, Michiel Schaeffer et al.

2 °C and SDGs: united they stand, divided they fall?
Christoph von Stechow, Jan C Minx, Keywan Riahi et al.



http://iopscience.iop.org/page/terms
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/7/075003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/10/7/075003
http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326/11/12
http://iopscience.iop.org/1748-9326
http://iopscience.iop.org/
http://iopscience.iop.org/search
http://iopscience.iop.org/collections
http://iopscience.iop.org/journals
http://iopscience.iop.org/page/aboutioppublishing
http://iopscience.iop.org/contact
http://iopscience.iop.org/myiopscience
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/10/7/075003
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/9/3/031003
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/11/3/034011
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/10/12/125002
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/8/3/034033
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/9/7/074017
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/11/11/114004
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/10/7/075001
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-9326/11/3/034022

10P Publishing

@ CrossMark

OPENACCESS

RECEIVED
19 October 2016

ACCEPTED FOR PUBLICATION
7 November 2016

PUBLISHED
9 December 2016

Original content from this
work may be used under
the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution 3.0
licence.

Any further distribution of
this work must maintain
attribution to the
author(s) and the title of
the work, journal citation
and DOL.

Environ. Res. Lett. 11 (2016) 129503

Environmental Research Letters

CORRIGENDUM

doi:10.1088/1748-9326/11/12,/129503

Corrigendum: Mitigation choices impact carbon budget size compatible
with low temperature goals (2015 Environ. Res. Lett. 10 075003)

JRogelj'*, A Reisinger’, D L McCollum', R Knutti, K Riahi"* and M Meinshausen™°

1
2

3

* Graz University of Technology, Inffeldgasse, A-8010 Graz, Austria

5

Victoria, Australia

Energy Program, International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IIASA), Schlossplatz 1, A-2361 Laxenburg, Austria
Institute for Atmospheric and Climate Science, ETH Zurich, Universititstrasse 16, CH-8092 Ziirich, Switzerland
New Zealand Agricultural Greenhouse Gas Research Centre, Private Bag 11008, Palmerston North 4442, New Zealand

Australian-German College of Climate and Energy Transitions, School of Earth Sciences, The University of Melbourne, 3010 Melbourne,

¢ PRIMAP Group, Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research (PIK), PO Box 60 12 03, D-14412 Potsdam, Germany

E-mail: rogelj@iiasa.ac.at

Correction

Figures 2(b), S4(b), S5(b), and S6(b) were incorrectly
labelled to show cumulative CO, emissions from 2011
t0 2100 in GtCO,. Instead, the panels show cumulative

greenhouse gas emissions from 2011 to 2100 in CO,-
equivalence, computed with 100-year Global Warm-
ing Potentials from the IPCC Second Assessment
Report (IPCC 1996). The vertical label should be
updated to reflect this correction.
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Figure 2. Integrated influence of costs and technologies on CO, budgets consistent with limiting warming below 2 °C with 50% chance
between 2011 and 2050 (panel a) and between 2011 and 2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case. Symbols are
grouped with coloured features based on the future energy-demand assumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on the Global Energy
Assessment—GEA, Riahi et al 2012). Coloured features in the figures are visual guides to highlight data points which are grouped together,
but do not represent quantitative data. Costs are provided as year-2020 carbon prices discounted back (discount rate 5%) to 2011. Total
mitigation costs are given in figure S4. For clarity only 2 °C scenarios with 50% chance are shown, but consistent features can be seen for
other probability levels in spite of alower amount of scenarios being available (figures S5 and S6).
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lower amount of scenarios being available (figure S6).
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Figure S4. Integrated influence of costs and technologies on CO, budgets consistent with limiting warming below 2 °C with 50%
chance between 2011-2050 (panel a) and between 2011-2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case. Symbols are
grouped with coloured features based on the future energy-demand assumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on the Global
Energy Assessment—GEA, Riahi et al 2012). Coloured features in the figures are visual guides to highlight data points which are
grouped together, but do not represent quantitative data. Costs are provided as total discounted mitigation costs (see main text). For
clarity only 2 °C scenarios with 50% chance are shown, but consistent features can be seen for other probability levels in spite of a
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The first sentence of the captions of figures 2 and
S4 should read: Integrated influence of costs and tech-
nologies on CO, budgets consistent with limiting warm-
ing below 2 °C with 50% chance between 2011 and 2050
(panel a) and on greenhouse gas budgets between 2011
and 2100 (panel b).

The first sentence of the captions of figures S5 and
S6 should read: Integrated influence of costs and tech-
nologies on CO, budgets consistent with limiting warm-
ing below 2 °C with 50, 66 and 75% chance between
2011 and 2050 (panel a) and on greenhouse gas budgets
between 2011 and 2100 (panel b).
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Figure S5. Integrated influence of costs and technologies on CO, budgets consistent with limiting warming below 2 °C with 50, 66 and
75% chance between 2011-2050 (panel a) and between 2011-2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case.
Symbols are grouped with coloured features based on the future energy-demand assumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on
the Global Energy Assessment—GEA, Riahi et al 2012). Coloured features in the figures are visual guides to highlight data points
which are grouped together, but do not represent quantitative data. Costs are provided as year-2020 carbon prices discounted back
(discount rate 5%) to 2011. Total mitigation costs are given in figure S6. Different probability levels are identified by the intensity of
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This error does not further affect any of the dis-
cussion or conclusions of the paper.

In the following pages, additional alternative

figures have been included showing how figures 2,

S4, S5, and S6 would look like when showing
cumulative CO, emissions instead of cumula-
tive greenhouse gas emissions for panel b of each
figure.
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Figure S6. Integrated influence of costs and technologies on CO, budgets consistent with limiting warming below 2 °C with 50, 66 and
75% chance between 2011-2050 (panel a) and between 2011-2100 (panel b). Each symbol represents one unique scenario case.
Symbols are grouped with coloured features based on the future energy-demand assumptions that underlie the scenarios (based on
the Global Energy Assessment—GEA, Riahi et al 2012). Coloured features in the figures are visual guides to highlight data points
which are grouped together, but do not represent quantitative data. Costs are provided as total discounted mitigation costs (see main
text). Carbon prices are given in figure S5. Different probability levels are identified by the intensity of the symbols.

References et al 1996 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press)
p572
IPCC Climate Change 1995: The Science of Climate Change. Riahi K et al 2012 Global Energy Assessment - Toward a Sustainable Future
Contribution of WGI to the Second Assessment Report of the (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; Laxenburg:
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change ed ] T Houghton International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis) pp 1203-306




	Correction
	References



